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SUBJECT INDEX: 
Hearing - Los Angeles - October 5, 1959: 
Discussion of election reporting in Los Angeles County (p. 8-10) 


Maps for Los Angeles County by Harry Gorman, a private person (p. 32-35) 


Hearing - Los Angeles - October 29 & 30, 1959: 


Population data for Los Angeles County, by John P. Commons of Regional 
Planning Commission (p. 65-71). 


Hearing - San Diego - November 16 & 17, 1959: 


Discussion of election figures of San Diego County by Registrar of Voters 
Charles Sexton (p. 7-14). 


Discussion of method of estimating military population of San Diego County 
by representatives from City and County Planning Departments (p. 37-49). 


Discussion of population data for San Diego County by Harry Helsig of San 
Diego City Planning Department (p. 49-60). 


Topographic maps of San Diego County, mentioned by Mr. Helsig (p 68-69). 


Discussion of military personnel by Richard A. Brown, (p. 120-121). 


Hearing - Fresno - December 9, 1955: 


Registration in Fresno County (p. 12-13) 


Hearing - Oakland - January 5 & 6, 1960: 


Election and registration figures in San Francisco by Registrar of Voters 
Thomas Toomey (p. 46-48, 55). 


Maps of Santa Clara County promised by Registrar of Voters; G.E. Tarleton 
(p. 90). 

Discussion of population figures for San Francisco by William Proctor, San 
Francisco Planning Department (p. 98-102) Further information promised 
(p.102). : 





HEARING - LOS ANGELES ~.OCTOBER 5, 1959: 


Assemblyman Charles H. Wilson, 66th A.D., Los Angeles: (p:10-%5). 


Assemblyman Wilson*stated that "an important thing wherever it can possibly 
be done is to keep municipalities intact. ..+1 think that the city officials and 
the people affected in every instance where it can be done would prefer having 
one assemblyman to work with and one state official, and certainly it would 
be more beneficial to the assemblyman affected, too, if-he-knew it was his 
community or idittneiitn else's community." (p. 11) He stated that the Gity of 
Inglewood was divided between his and the 46th ALp. (Aseermiblyman Charles 
Chapel), and that some problems had developed batanse of this. Specifically, 
Mr. Wilson asked to have all of the City of Inglewood includ éa within his 
District (p.14). At present, he has about 220 precincts in the City of Los 
Angeles, 26 in Inglewgod and 6 in unincorpesated areas?-(p+i3). 


The major reason for keeping communities intact, he stated was to avoid 


confusing the public. He said "It's not any great probem with the ‘city 6fficials 


iiusned they are aware politically of what divides the ‘District and who is their 
degre bnutative in certein areas,—The-generat public has difficulty; I think, 
unless they are politically alert as to whom they should go to for problems." 
(p.14) Mr. Wilson admitted, in response to a‘question from Assemblyman 
William S. Grant, that some cities were so large that they had to be sub- 


divided for districting purposes. (p. 15). 





(Hearing - Los Angeles - October 5, 1959) 


Assemblyman Tom Bane, 42nd A.D., Los Angeles: (p. 15 -16) 


Mr. Bane stated that the 1951 reapportionment had divided the City of 
Burbank, and that in his opinion, Burbank should be inéluded entirely 
within one district. He said that:''I've talked to the civic ‘officials in 
Burbank and many of the people in Burbank; and they would'like to have 
Burbank become part of one District."' (p.16) (The City of Burbank lies 


in part in the 42nd A.D. and in part in the 43rd A.D.) 


Assemblyman Howard J. Thelin, 43rd AD, Los Angeles: (p.17-I9)~ , 


Assemblyman Thelin stated that while he was aware of some irritation 


with the existing division of Burbank, he thought it was “a-matter of local 


pride more than anything else. 1 can't see that it's a great disadvantage 

to them actually because as I pointed out to them, they have two assembly- 
men instead of one....If there's any disadvantage, I think it might be for 

the legislator who does have two chiefs of police, two city managers, two 

city moniiactia to deal with."' (p.17) Mr. Thelin said that he*would be happy 

to retain the part of Burbank presently in his district, but that "If the Legis- 
lature saw fit to remove (part of) Burbank from the 43rd’District,....I feel 
that a natural development for my District would be up*toward the north 

where we have Montrose and La Placenta....the natural community interests, 
I think, tend to go that way."' (p.17) Mr. Thelin stated that removing part 

of his district would probably necessitate adding some other area, which would 
mean disturbing the lines of other districts. "That is why at this time, I'd 


be inclined to say, ‘let it say as itis', but certainly am not taking the position 


that Iam adamant about it."' (p.18). 





(Hearing - Los Angeles - October 5, 1959) 


Assemblyman Vernon Kilpatrick, 55th AD, Los Angeles: (p.19#21) 


Mr. Kilpatrick stated that he was very pleased with his’ District as itis 
presently constitued. Furthermore, he said that he thought dividing com- 
munities by district lines was not objectionable in the case of his district. 
''Now, I serve portions of five different public units, and I’see no problem 
whatsoever in connection with any of these areas or these different 


municipalities. I agree with Howard Thelin that a community which has 


two assemblymen has double representation over a city that has only one." 


(p. 20). 





HEARING - LOS ANGELES - October 29th & 30th, 1959: 
ent annrneneainncies nenmsenstaouansanerssat lasting neaasasessaeianaeepenvenasaeendsas SISA ED 


Assemblyman Frank Lanterman, 48th A.D., Los Angeles: (p. 30-36) 


Mr. Lanterman indicated that he had represented his District for 9 years, 
and had found it a satisfactory District. ''All I can say about the 48th is 
we're happy as a community of communities of a similar nature, ofa 
similar general political belief,...'(p. 31) He stated.that about half of 

his District was incorporated areas and aliput half unincorporated areas, 
"and I think so far as we have not had too great a schism between any 
political belief of city government versus the county unincorporated 
territories."' (p.32) Mr. Lanterman stated that he had opposed the 1951 


reapportionment because the City of Arcadia was divided between two 


districts, ''and I thought that the City of Arcadia was entitled to be im one 


cohesive unit.'"' (Part of Arcadia is in the 49th A.D. presently represented by 


Assemblyman Ernest R. Geddes) ''However," he said, "I've never had 
any problems as a result" of this division of Arcadia. "Actually, we've 
gotten along beautifully with the city and with the residents even though 
they are divided on the basis of a representation line. (p.33) However, 
he endorsed the principle of drawing district lines so as to avoid splitting 
communities, saying that ''A community of interest, naturally, is a highly 
important factor in the determination of this committee...." (p.36) Mr. 
Lanterman ended his testimony concerning his District by stating that ''I 


would be very grateful to you if you would leave it alone." (p. 36). 





(Hearing - Los Angeles - (October 29th & 30th, 1959) 


Assemblyman Don A. Allen, Sr., 63rd A.D., Los Ani stiais: (pes7lao) 
Mr. Allen stated that he favored districting to avoid dividing communities. 
He said,"I don't want any more broken communities and broken community 
lines such as occurred in the last districting of the 63rd."**" (p. 37-38) He 
alte suggested that districts should not be distorted for partisan purposes. 


(p. 40). 































HEARING - SAN DIEGO - NOVEMBER 16th & 17th, 1959: 


Brown Voorhees, Chairman of San Diego County Democratic Central Committee: (p. 15-31) 
Mr. Voorhees suggested that the Committee take into account relative rates 


He said that "it's our belief that the fair approach 





of growth in redistricting. 
to reapportionment is not to have merely a reapportionment that is fair instan- 
taneously as of, lets us say, January of 1961, but one which is fair in an average 
way over the whole ten-year period to which this reapportionment will obtain." 
(p 16), Specifically, he thought that San Diego County should be entitled to six 
assemblymen although its ratio of population to the total state population will 
probably be only 5.3 or 5.4, because the county is growing faster than the 
rest of the State. 
Mr. Voorhees also stated that he thought the Assembly Districts should be 
drawn within San Diego County in such a way that all or most of the districts 
would contain both part of the City of San Diego and part of the outlying area. 
He said that ''our @ssemblymen should not be suburban assemblymen or city 
assemblymen. S@me will have to be city assemblymen, but we feel that any 
assemblyman who represents the suburbs or the growing proportion of the 
county, should have a certain part of the city in his district.'' (p.16), Later, 
in explaining this view, he said that ''we feel that if an assemblyman is all 
suburban, all out in the country, that he has more or less lost touch with 

the problems of the city itself.'' (p.17). 

In re sponse to a question from Chairman Crown, Mr. Voorhees stated that 
he was dissatisfied with the present 77th Assembly District, represented 


by Assemblyman Sheridan Hegland, particularly with the combining of 


(Hearing - San Diego - November 16th & 17th) Page 2 
“(Brown Voorhees - continued) 


National City with the northern part of the county in this district. He indicated 
that he thought National City belonged properly with the South Bay area. (p. 17-18) 
In response to other questions from Chairman Crown, Mr. Voorhees stated 

that he believed equality »f population to be the most important consideration 

in drawing district lines, and that ''gerrymandering" for partisan purposes was 
undesirable. He said that ''I don't approve personally of 'gerrymandering'. I 
don't think that members of the county dommittee approve of 'gerrymandering' 


for purely political advantage, and I think you might look back over the last 


ten years and find out that maybe it doesm't pay in the long run. I think we 


ought to be fair and square." (p. 27-28). 


Herber McGinness, Precinct Registration Chairman, San Diego County Council of 


Democratic Clubs: (p. 60-68) 


Mr. McGinness stated it is his opinion that if the boundaries of the 79th 
Assembly District, formerly represented by George Crawford, were to be 
changed, it would be best to extend the district "across Mission Valley to 

the north within the same judicial and school district into the Allied Gardens 
and Cabrillo Heights." (p. 61) ‘To extend it to the south,. he said, ‘“Avould 
involve moving into a different judicial district and a different school system, 
and this would be undesirable. 

In response to a question from Assemblyman Burton, Mr. McGinness stated 
that he thought the new Assembly District within the county should be along 
the coast, because the greatest population growth is taking place and will 


take place there. (p. 63). 





(Hearing - San Diego - November 16th & 17th, 1959) Page 3. 


(Herber McGinness - continued) 
Mr. McGinness also stated that he agreed with Mr. Voorhees that as many 
absembly districts as possible should include parts of the City of San Diego 
as well as suburban areas, because ''most of the people that are in the explod- 
ing population which exists in the 77th and 80th now work within the city. 
They are actually just living there. They're not raising cows or pigs or 
anything, their business is physicists at Convair. Their problems are 
probably as close to the city's or closer than they are to the rural area 
except on real estate taxes and things like that.'"' (p. 63-64). 
Mr. McGinness said that it was his assumption that some segments of the 
eastern part of the 79th District would most logically be grouped with areas 
such as La Mesa and R@€lando, and that therefore the 79th would have to be 
expanded in some other direction. 
In response to a question from Assemblyman Burton, Mr. McGinness stated 


that he thought it would not be possible to create a purely agricultural 


district within the county, because of the relative decline of the agricultural 


areas in population. (p. 66). 


Assemblyman Sheridan N. Hegland, 77th AD: (p. 72-80) 


Mr. Hegland stated that ''while the people who live in the 77th District are 
the finest people in the world, it still is true that those boundaries were not 
drawn ideally ten years ago. Ido not use the word ''gerrymandering" because 
this implies intent, but it is difficult to represent areas such as Kensington 


and areas such as Fallbrook when they are placed in the same assembly 


district."" (p.72). 





(Hearing - San Diego - November 16th & 17th, 1959) Page 4 
(Assemblyman Sheridan, N. Hegland) 


Mr. Hegland urged the Committee to consider assigning six assemblymen 

to San Diego County, because ''you should ‘not devise districts based on 
populations in 1961, but instead should devise districts based on population 
projections as of 1966 which is the midway point, because you are legislating 
for a decade and not for a biennial. I am confident that such a projection 

in 1966 terms would establish six districts quite readily with surplus popula- 
tion, even ignoring the military personnel population."' (p. 72-73). 

Assuming six districts for the county, Mr. Hegland suggested that thiree be 
assigned to roughly the area of the City of San Diego and three to the other 
parts of the county. One of these districts, he said, should be in the South 
Bay area ''which would include such communities as National City, Chula Vista, 
Paradise Hill, San Ysidro and so on." (p. 73) He suggested a second district 
for the eastern area of the county, to include Borrego and Rolando. A third 


district was proposed for the area north of the San Diego River which is out- 


side the boundaries of the City of San Diego, because while the area might 


be somewhat deficient in population now, he felt it was likely to be the area 


of greatest population growth. He said that "if we project on the basis of 

1966 population, the area north of San Diego River, generally speaking, I think 
should be assigned one assembly district.'' (p. 73), He said that La Jolla 
should not be considered part of this area. 

Replying to a question by Assemblyman Busterud, Mr. Hegland said that in 
case San Diego were to receive five assemblymen, he would suggest allocating 
two-and one-half to the City of San Diego and the other two and one-half to the 


county areaS. (p. 75) In response to a question from Assemblyman. Louis Francis 





(Hearing - San Diego - November 16th & 17th, 1959) Page 5 
(Assemblyman Sheridan N. Hegland - continued) , 


he indicated that he would not like to see the county supervisorial districts 
used as a basis for assembly districting. (p. 76). 

Mr. Hegland indicated that he disagrees with the theory that assembly districts 
should be drawn to include both parts of the City of San Diego as well as 

county areas in as many districts as possible. In response to a question 

from Chairman Crown, he stated that he felt the main division of interest 
was-between the suburban areas and the City of San Diego; and that "In 


general, Ilike more or less similar areas put together...'' (p.77). 


Mr. Hegland reported that the people he had talked to in Rolando would prefer 


to stay with LaMesa and El Cajon rather than be joined to a district within the 
City of San Diego. He summarized his muguestions for the 77th District by 
saying that he thought the northern parts of the district should be joined to 
a northern district, the eastern parts to an eastern district, and the southern 


parts to a southern district. (p. 79-80). 


James Bear, representing the combined legislative reapportionment committeesof 


Imperial Beach, San Ysidro, Chula Vista, National City, Lemon Grove, 
La Mesa and El Cajon Chambers of Commerce: (p. 80-98) 


Mr. Bear reported that his group had heldfive or six meetings over a period 
of &bout six months on the subject of reapportionment. He said that his group 
. was nonpartisan and had solicited opinions from both Democrats and Republicans. 
Mr. Bear said that''National City does violently object to being hooked up to 
Orange County for the purposes of congressional representation. If itis 
necessary to tie in parts of San Diego County with another county, we urge that 


you pick areas that have a community of interest and common borders and not 





(Hearing - San Diego - November l6th & 17th, 195% Page 6 
(James Bear - continued) 


come down such as you came down ten years ago to pick up National City." 

(p. 81-82). (The 28th CD is Orange County plus the 77th AD). He stated 

that ''Whether there are six or five assemblymen, it is our position that 

there is sufficient population in the South Bay area and the East County area 
using parts of the City of San Diego, to justify ssemblymen from the South 
Bay, from the East County and from the North County." (p. 82), He indicated 
that his committees favored putting San Ysidro, Chula Vista, National City, 
and Paradise Hills, the latter in the City of San Diego, in a South Bay district 
with La Mesa and Et Gajon and the area east of these cities in an East County 
district. The reasoning behind these suggestions was that each of these areas 
constituted a community of interest, as illustrated by the fact that each is 
served by the same newspapers. He said that It's thiscommittee's urgent 
position that we urge upon you that you take into consideration the community 
of interest in the areas and forget about definite and specific boundary lines. re 


(p. 83). Mr. Bear also suggested that the committee take into account the 


é 
greater growth in the phrts of San Diego County outside the City of San Diego 
is 


stating that "if you make allowance for it and have your three county districts 
perhaps slightly less in population than your two or three city districts, you will 
get a reasonable representation, we submit.'' (p. 84) 

He stated that it was his opinion that the military personnel of the area, even 
the ones ineligible to become voters, should be counted for purposes of 
districting, and that "if they're properly considered, I believe that you will 


come out with six Assemblymen for San Diego County." (p. 85). 





(Hearing - San Diego - November 16th & 17th, 1959) Page 7 
(James Bear - continued) 


In response to a question from Assemblyman Busterud, Mr. Bear said that it 
would probably be necessary to put some of the eastern residential areas of 
the City of San Diego, now in the 79th AD, into the East County district, but 
that that would be logical because residents of these areas read the eastern 
county newspapers and in many cases do their shopping inthis part of the 
county, so that ''I think they would be more properly represented by én ; 
assemblyman from the East County area." (p. 86). 

Assemblyman Bruce Reagan raised a question about the probable employment 
trends in the aircraft industries of the county and Mr. Robert E. Stoddard, 
representing the National City Chamber of Commerce, offered to send the 
Committee some information on this subject (p. 88) 

Mr. Bear stated that he did not feel qualified to discuss the question of the 
Assembly districts which would be primarily within the City of San Diego. 
However, he said that if San Diego County was to receive only five Assembly- 
men, the North County district would have to ldichwdé part of the existing 
78th District, fiow represented by Frank Luckel. (p. 91). 

In response to questior$from Chairman Crown, Mr. Bear said that he felt 
that ''the community of interest'' should be a major consideration in district- 
ing, and specifically that the suburban areas should have their own Assembly 
Districts. (p. 91-92). 

On Congressional Districts, Mr. Bear reported that ''the discussion that came 


up in front of our group was that they seemed to favor one Congressman 


represemting the downtown part of San Diego and one Congressman representing 


the county area.'"' (p.92) He indicated that his groups were strongly opposed 











(Hearing - San Diego - November 16th & 17th, 1959) Page 8 
(James Bear - continued) | 






to the present situation in which a Congressional district is shared with 






Orange County. 






Robert E. Stoddard, Manager of the National City Chamber of Commerce: (p. 93-94) 


In response to a question from Assemblyman Busterud which suggested that 







National City might be considered to have common interests with the City of 





San Diego, stated that ''the community of interest of National City,.....lies 





within the South Bay area.... Most of our people that do not,live, for example, 






in National City but are employed in National City do not live in San Diego.... 





there is very little tie-in with the City of San Diego." (p. 93-94). 





(James Bear - continued) 












Mr. Bear reported that the Chula Vista newspaper, which serves the whole 
South Bay region, supports the idea of an Assemblyman for that area. He 
also said that the Paradise Hills area, although part of the City of San Diego, 
is'properly a part of the South Bay area'' because it is a residential area for 
people working in South Bay communities. (p. 94). | 

In response to a question from Assernblyman Bane, Mr. Bear said that the 
areas which he had indicated as facing great future growth had adequate 


supplies of water for the next ten years, although the county in other areas, 


might face water shortages in the next ten years. (p.97) He also said that 





f 
all the San Diego Legislatofs had attended, at one time or another, the 






meetings whose conclusions he was reporting. (p. 98). 





(Hearing - San Diego - November 16 & 17th, 1959) - Page 9 


Peter DeGraaf, representing the Chula Vista Chamber of Com}n erce: (p. 99-102) 


Mr. DeGraaf generally supported the point of view expressed by Mr. Bear, 
but said that an alternative that had been mentioned which would create little 
disturbance with the existing Assembly Districts would be to create a new 
district by taking the'fringe portions cf the existing districts'' around the 
City of San Diego to create a horseshoe-shaped district. (p.99) He also 


expressed his hope that the Committee would not district for partisan purposes. 


Edwin S. Bulen, former Assemblyman from the 77th AD,(p. 102-105) 


Mr. Bulen stated that ''I agree with Sheridan Hegland 100 % that the 77th 
Assembly District should be located in the norttrn part of the county where 
the people have a common interest."' (p.103) Mr. Bulien indicated that his | 
point of view was that ''the rural areas of the county are entitled to repre- 


er 


sentation.,...'' (p.103). 


Mrs. M.K.Bryant, Vice Chairman of the San Diego County Republican Central 


Committee: (p. 105-110) 


Mrs. Bryant said ste would recommend giving the City of San Diego three 
Assemblymen and the rest of the county three if San Diego County were 

to receive six Kcsempisiaal. She also said that the Committee should avoid 
drawing district lines to create safe Republican or Democratic Districts, 
because ''We think competition is a very healthy condition....'(p. 106) 

She suggested that the districts outside the City of San Diego should be 


"as compact as possible,'' and that the metropolitan areas and the rural 


areas should each have separate districts. (p.106+107). 
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(Mrs. M. K. Bryant - continued) 


In response to a question from Assemblyman Busterud, Mrs. Bryant said that, 
in case San Diego were to receive only five assemblymen,- she would recom- 


mend dividing them equally between the City of San Diego and other parts of 


the County. (Two and one-half assemblymen to each area.) (p. 107). 


J. Ward Casey, former Assemblyman from Imperial County: (p. 111) 


Mr. Casey said that he felt Imperial County was a homogeneous unit geographically 
and economically. ''We have a very unified district now. We have no particular 
problems, I don't think, and personally I think we are in good shape and would 


like toSstay that way."' 


Simon Carey, Member of the Imperial County Board of Supervisors: (p. 112-113) 


Mr. Carey said that ''at the present time, we feel that we have nothing to 


ask for except please leave us as we are, and that's our only wish." (p. 113) 


Harry M. Free, County Clerk of Imperial County: (p. 113-117) 
Mr. Free read a prepared statement with the conclusion that ''Due to the 
proximity of the estimated 290,000 population of Mexicali, Baja, California, 
Mexico, special problems in agriculture, and geographical isolation from 
the rest of the State, it is imperative that Imperial County retain within its 


boundaries, the senatorial and assembly representation.'' (p. 115). 


Richard A. Brown, representing Point Loma Democratic Club and Claremont 


Democratic Club, San Diego: (p. 117-123) 


Mr. Brown said that ''I have been authorized by my Democratic Club to con- 


vey the wishes of that group that they would as soon see the new assembly 


district, if there is one, for the coastal area to range from Coronado up 


through the new City of Del Mar.'' (p. 122) He said that the main reason 
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(Richard M. Brown - contjnued) 


for this suggestion was that ''the economic bach round of. the entire area 


is very similar." (p.122) He said that there were many retired navy 
personnel in all of these communities, and they were all primarily in“upper 
or at least high middle income districts.'' Mr. Brown gaid ''This would mean 
the splitting off of let's say the Claremont area and the Linda Vista area 

from the 78th Assembly District (Frank Luckel) with mainly housing tract 
type areas and very possibly associating them with an assembly district 


which they would have a little more in common with economically". (p. 123). 


John G. McSweeney, Chairman of the Riverside County Democratic Central 


Committee: (p. 123-125) 

Mr. McSweeney said, speaking for his Committee, "we feel that the 
reapportionment sould be based strictly on a principle of dair representation 
without favors to persons or to parties. The main things to be taken into 
consideration are community of interest, geogrphy, present population and 
population trends."' (p.124) Mr. McSweeney suggested that the Committee 
seek advice from academic sources and concluded by saying ''the object to 


achieve as near as possible is equal representation...."' b. 124). 


Assemblyman Frank Luckel, 78th A.D.: (p. 126-127) 
Mr. Luckel said"'I think the community of interest is a very important 
thing to be taken ‘ie account.'' (p.126) He said that he had attended all 
the Committee sessions in 1951, and that ''We ran into that city boundary 
line of San Diego which seerneéd to be almost impossible to crack except 
in one or two places. I think you're going to find that there'll be a lot 


of pressure brought to bear by the registrar to keep that as intact as he 


can. (p. 126). 
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(Assemblyman Frank Luckel - continued) 


Mr. Luckel said he had talked to Assemblyman George Crawford, 79th A.D., 


and that ''in talking to him, I think we're practically in agreement with these 


South Bay people whose meetings I also attended when I was able to." (p.127). 









HEARING - FRESNO - DECEMBER 3, 1959: 


O. M. Jamison, Fresno County and City Chamber of Commerce (p. 2-5): 


Mr. Jamison read into the record a statement adopted by unanimous vote 







of the Board of Directors of his organization on December 4, 1959. This statement 





follows: ''The Fresno County and City Chamber of Commerce believes that the 






County of Fresno should not, under any circumstances, be represented by less 


than two assemblymen and that Fresno County and City Chamber of Commerce is 






opposed to any change in either House of the State Legislature which would reduce 
















the proportionate representation now enjoyed by Fresno County in both the Senate 
and the Assembly.''(p. 3) 

In response to a question from Assemblyman Burton as to whether his 
organization favored one rural district and one urban district within the county, 


Mr. Jamison replied that the Chamber took no position on the composition of the 





districts. (p. 3-4) 
Assemblyman Bert DeLotto, 32nd A.D., Fresno County (p. 5-7): 

Assemblyman DeLotto stated that he desired to retain two Assembly 
seats for Fresno County, but that he had no recommendations to make about how 
to draw the district lines. He ecu that the districts had been drawn in 1951 in 
order to make one district predominantly an urban district and the other predom- 


inantly a rural one. Because of the partial urbanization of the "rural'' district, 





he thought that maintaining two districts clearly differentiated on this basis would 






be more difficult now that it was then. He said that the 32nd District now hag about 






59% of the county population and the 33rd District about 47%. 





(Hearing - Fresno - December 9, 1959) 
Assemblyman Charles Garrigus,33rd A.D., Fresno County (p.7 -12): 

Assemblyman Garrigus agreed with Assemblyman DeLotto about the 
difficulties of redrawing district lines, but indicated that because of population 
disparities between the districts, some readjustment was desirable. He said that 
he thought it would be desirable to make the 32nd AD more rural in its composition, 
and the 33rd AD more urban. (p. 8) 

In response to a question from AssemHyman Bane, Mr. Garrigus indicated 
that his point of view was based partly on an assumption that agriculture and business 
are becoming more inter-dependent in California. He stated that "It would be much 
more wholesome to have a representative who was representing urban and rural areas 
than to have a representative who was solely responsible to either urban or rural areas. 
(p.11) In answering another question of Assemblyman Bane, Mr. Garrigus indicated 3 


some agreement with the position that the 33rd AD should be somewhat smaller in 


size than the 32nd, because it was likely to grow more in the next decade, (p.10-11). 


John Veneman, Supervisor of Stanislaus County (p. 16): 


Mr. Veneman stated that ''We, in Stanislaus County, feel that our present 


assembly and senatorial district boundaries have beem satisfactory. We desire no 


particular changes there. (p. 16) 
Jack B. Hopkins, Supervisor, Inyo County (p. 21-22): 


Mr. Hopkin stated that his county wished to remain a part of the 6th AD, 


represented by Paul J. Lunardi. 


Assemblyman Paul J. Lunardi, 6th AD, Counties of Nevada, Placer, El Dorado, 
Amador, Alpine, Calaveras, Tuolumne, Mono, Inyo, and Mariposa, (p. 22-23): 


Chairman Crown read a letter from Assemblyman Lunardi requesting 
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that his district be left as itis. Mr. Lunardi wrote that ''This ten-county area 
presently is composed of approximately 24, 000 ,equare miles of mountainous area 

which impose difficult problems of representation in its present geographical form. 

The consideration of additional county inclusions would make it almost prohibitive 

to represent under current circumstances." (p.22) He also objected to deletion of 

any counties from the district. Mr. Lunardi ended his letter by stating, "I am 

opposed to any changes in my district and desire this letter to be a part of your records. 


Board of Supervisors, Mono County (p. 23): 


Chairman Crown read a telegram from the Mono County Board of Supervisors 


supporting Mr. Lunardi's point of view. (p. 23). 


Assemblyman John C. Williamson, 39th AD, Kern County (p. 25 -26): 


Chairman Crown read into the record a letter from Assemblyman Williamson 
stating that ''The problems within Kern County with respect to a reapportionrnent do 
not seem to be very pressing at this time. I believe that some adjustment may be 
made towards equalizing the two districts. The 38th district represented by Assem- 
blywoman Donahoe has been for several years approximately ten per cent larger in 
population and registration, than has the 39th district which I represent. I, therefore, 
believe that when the time comes it will be possible for us to agree on some alte ration 
of the line dividing the two districts. I would want to do this only in consultation with 
or after agreement with Miss Donahoe.''(p. 26). 

Congressman Harlan eh, 14th CD, Kings, Tulare, Kern(p. 26): 
Congressman Hagen stated that preliminary information available to him 


led him to believe that there had been a slight population increase in his district. 
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(Congressman Harlan Hagen,14 CD, - continued) 
On this basis, he said that ''my present judgment is that there should be no change 


in the boundaries of my congressional district, the 14th. In any event, I know of no 


demand for a change in those boundaries'"'. 


Domenic Perelto, Chairman, San Louis Obispo County Democratic Central Committee 
(P. 26-28): (by letter) 


Mr. Perello made no specific recommendations, but did note that ''We are a 
coast county. From San Lelite Obispo,City south, we are closely aligned in interests 
with northern Santa Barbara County. Fsom the Cuésta grade north, our county is 
closely aligned with the Salinas River interests. Our eastern boundaries tend to 
break off our interests with the San Joaquin Valley, per se; however, with the rapid 


and dramatic changes that are taking place throughout our State, we certainly can't 


predict what might happen." 


Board of Supervisors, San Benito County (p. 28-29): 


(Communication) This Board of Supervisors unanumously passed a resolu- 
tion, December 1, 1959, requesting ''That the composition of the Congrassional 
! District to which San Benito County is now assigned, along with Santa Clara and Santa, 
Cruz Counties, remain the same .." (p. 28)(this district, the 10th CD, is now represented 


by Charles S. Gubser) The reasons given for this stand were that ''Many of the major 


problems of the three said counties are ritual. ..'', the three counties are geographic- 


ally tied together, and ''the people of San Benito County wish to remain joined with 


the counties of Santa Clara and Santa Cruz'' (p. 29). 


Assemblyman Gordon Winton, 3lst AD, Merced and Madera Counties (p. 29-37): 


Assemblyman Winton stated that it seemed likely that his district would have 


less population than the statewide average for assembly districts. But he pointed out 
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(continued - ) 


that because of the constitutional restriction on dividing counties, except for multi- 
district counties, it would be very difficult to change the lines of this district. 
The counties to the north and south are too large to be joined with his district, 
and the counties to the east and west are unlike the present two counties of the 
district. Mariposa County, to the east, he said, is a mountain county with inter- 
ests unlike his valley counties, and San Benito County, to the west, is a coast 
county. Mr. Winton said that "I doh't know the answer to it; I've given you the 
problem and the problem does exist,"' ip 31.) 

In response to a question from Assemblyman Francis, Mr. Winton said that 
joining Stanislaus County to his district would create a district too large, by about 


fifty per cent. Therefore, he said, ''there you get almost more out of balance than 


the present one." (p. 32). 


CarlA. Kelly, President of Mariposa County Chamber of Commerce, (jp. 39-43): 
Mr. Kelly read a statement from Sterling S. Kramer, Chairman of the 


Mariposa County Democratic Central Committee, requesting that Mariposa County 


be left in the 6th Assembly District, represented by Assemblyman Paul J. Lunardi; 
and the 2nd Congressional District, represented by Congressman Harold T. Johnson. 
The reason for this request was that ''community of interests should be the guiding 
rules ''Mr. Kramers statement asserted in detail that ''Geographically, economically, 
and temperamentally" the counties making up these two districts ''tend to be one."' 


(p. 41). 


Mr. Kramer also submitted letters making the same recommendation from 


\ 


the Chairman of the Mariposa County Republican Central Committee, the Mariposa 
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(Carl A. Kelly, Pres., Mariposa County Chamber of Comm - continued) 

County Planning Commission, the Mariposa County Board of Supervisors, and the 
Mariposa County Chamber of Commerce (p. 41-42). He submitted a telegram from 
Dorothy Olson, Secretary of the 2nd Congressional District, Democratic State 


Central Committee, proposing that no change be made in the 2nd Congressional Dist. 


Anthony Allamprese, Chairman of the Fresno County Democratic Central Committee 


(p. 88): 


Mr. Allamprese, stated that the main business of the San Joaquin Valley is 


agriculture, and that ''this part of our economy shouldn't be excluded or gerrymandered 


out to the advantage of industrial population growth.'' (p. 88). 





HEARING - CHICO - JANUARY 28, 1960: 


Senator Paul L. Byrne, 6th SD, Butte County: 


Senator Byrne notified the Committee by telegram that he would be unable 
to attend this hearing, but wanted to present his views on reapportionment 
at a later date. (p. 4-5) 

Assemblywoman Pauline L. Davis, 2nd AD, ~ Staterrent: 
Chairman Crown read a letter from Assemblywoman Davis stating that she 
could not attend this hearing, but that ''I feel it only fair that your Committee 
recommend no change in Assembly District No. 2.'' (p.5). She said that 
she thought the population of her district was large enought to justify its 
continuation, and also that the district was the largest district in the State 


in terms of area. 


Congressman Harold T. Johnson, 2nd C.D - Statement: 
Chairman Crown read a letter from Congressman Johnson, stating that 
"I am writing to express my opposition to any reapportionment of the Sec- 
ond Congressional District". (p.6) Congressman Johnson said that his 
district was quite large in area, ''But we have in our 19 counties, a com- 


munity of interests and a general singleness of purpose." (p.6.). 


Butte County Democratic Central Committee - Statement: 
The Butte County Democratic Central Committee sent a letter indicating 


that the Committee was divided on the question whether Butte County 


should stay in the 2nd Congressional District with 8 out of 12 members 


voting to stay, but that the Committee was unanimously of the view that the 
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4th Assembly District, of which Buttee County is a part, should stay as it 


is. (p.7) This district is now represented by Harold T. Sedgwick. 


Dick Ginther, Delegate to the Butte & Glenn Cty. Central Labor Council (p. 8-10): 
Mr Ginther said that Butte County should be left in the 2nd Congressional 
District, represented by Harold T. Johnson because ''Important to organized 
labor the present heavy Democratic sway over this area friendly to organized 
labor and in the hands of Congressman Johnson, a good friend of labor, is 
something that should not be disturbed."' (p.Y Mr. Ginther said that he 
was speaking for G. E. Miller, Secretary-Treasurer of the Central Labor 


Council, presenting this point of view." (p.10). 


John Dunlap, speaking for the Napa County Democratic Central Committee (p. 11-14): 
Mr. Dunlap said that he had heard rumors that Northern California might 
be receiving a new congressman. He said that he thought several of the 
congressional districts in the north were now too large, especially the 
lst District, represented by Clement W. Miller. Mr. Dunlap suggested 
it might be possible ''to create a fairly logical congressional district which 
would consist of Glenn, Lake, Colusa, Sutter, Yolo, Napa and Solano Counties. 
This would be one plan which would take the excess from the First District, 
the Third District and the Sixth District and create a new congressional 
district!' (The 3rd CD is now represented by John E. Moss, Jr., and the 
6th CD by John F. Baldwin,Jr.) Mr. Dunlap suggested that another 


possibility would be to create a district composed of Napa, Sonoma, Marin, 
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Arthur 


and Solano Counties, a north hay district. This would then make the First 
District too small, so he suggested adding to it Glenn County, Colusa County, 
Sutter County, and Yolo County. In response to a question from Assemblyman 
Burton, Mr. Dunlap admitted that such a district would be difficult to represent 
since the counties he suggested were separated from the remainder of the 

First District by a chain of mountains. He also admitted that Congressman 


Miller was not in favor of the idea. (p.13). 


W. Coats, Chairman, Sutter County Democratic Central Committee (p. 14-31): 
Mr. Coats reported that his Committee still felt that the Assembly district 
representing Sutter County should not be changed. He presented a map showing . 
that Northern California as he defined it, was entitled to 12 assembly seats and 
at present had this number. (p.15) He said that making any changes within this 
area would only create new inequities in his view. | 


On congressional districts, Mr. Coats indicated that his Committee had 


"indicated a preference to be aligned with Yuba, Butte, Glenn, Colusa, and 


Yold’. (p.17) As an alternative, Mr. Coats suggested a north bay district 
consisting of Lake, Napa, and Solano Counties. 

In response to a question from Chairman Crown, Mr. Coats said that his basic 
desire was that the northern part of the State not be reduced in Assembly 


representation. If adjustments were necessary, he felt they should be made 


within the area. (p. 22-23) 
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Dr. Ben Franklin, Professor of Political Science, Chico State College, (p. 32-50): 


Dr. Franklin said that his basic viewpoint was that districts should be 

drawn to be as equal in population as possible. (p. 33) He said that several 

of the assembly districts in the northern part of the State were too small, 

and that therefore, at least one of them would have to be givenup. He 
suggested putting Butte County into the 2nd AD, represented by Mrs. Pauline 
Davis; inspite of the fact that Mrs. Davis probably would not like this. (p. 34). 
He said that such a move would "aid the exercise of political competition in 
both the 2nd District and in the 4th District,'' represented by Harold T. Sedgwick. 
(p. 34) He then suggested adding Sutter and Yuba Counties to the 3rd AD, repre- 
sented by, Lloyd W. Lowrey, which would eliminate the 4th AD. (p. 35) 

On congressional districts, he suggested that Sacramento County receive a 
congressman, and that Contra Costa County receive a congressman. To 
reduce the size of the Ist District, he suggested taking Del Norte and 
Mendocino Counties and adding them to the 2nd CD, represented by Harold 

T. Johnson (p. 36). 

Dr. Franklin also suggested a constitutional change to allow parts of counties 
to be combined with forming assembly districts, to allow division of assembly 
districts in forming congressional distrists, and to set a maximum population 
deviation. (p. 38) 

In response to a-question from Assemblyman Petris, Dr. Franklin stated that 
he thought the most important consideration was to assure equality of repre- 
sentation, but that as a secondary consideration, he would suggest making 


districts as competitive as possible. (p. 44) 





(Hearing - Chico - January 28, 1960) Page 5 


Avid Holmes, Co-Chairman, 2nd CD, Democratic State Central Committee (p. 50-57): 


Mr. Holmes suggested a new congressional district consisting of Colusa, 
Glenn, Sutter, Yolo, Yuba, Lake, Napa and Solano Counties. Contra Costa 


and Sacramento Counties would each have a congressman of their own by this 


plan. (p. 52) 


Elizabeth Reginato, representing Shasta County Democratic Central Committee (p. 58): 


Miss Reginato reported that her Committee, on January 18, 1960, unanimously 


adopted a resolution opposing any changes in the 2nd Congressional District. 








HEARING - OAKLAND ~- JANUARY 5 & 6, 1960: 
Jack Maltester, Mayor of San Leandro: (p. 8 = 12) 


Mayor Maltester stated that part of San Leandro was in the 14th A.D., 






represented by Robert W. Crown, and part was in the 13th A.D., 
represented by Carlos Bee, although all of the city had been within 
the 14th A.D. in 1951. Mr. Maltester said that "We are requesting 
that all of San Leandro be in the same district, whether it would be 
the 13th or the 14th would certainly be up to this Committee". (p. 9) 
He suggested that the 13th A.D. now had considerably more registered — 
voters than the 14th, and therefore that possibly the thing to do 
would be to include all of San Leandro in the l4th. He stated that 
the Chamber of Commerce of San Leandro and Assemblyman Bee supported 
the proposal to have all of San Leandro included in one district. 




















The reason given for the request was that it was easier to deal with — 






only one Assemblyman when the city had to deal with the Legislature. 







Mr. Lemon pointed out that Alameda County has two Congressional 










Districts, Mr. Cohelan's 7th District and the 8th District, represented 
by George P. Miller. He pointed out also that "the 8th Congressional 
District is already far larger than the 7th in terms of population 
as well as area, and it's continuing to develop at a rate which 
will year by year throw the two districts more and more out of 
proportion. I speak for Congressman Cohelan when I say that we 

are hopeful that the Committee will take cognizance of this gross 
disparity and make whatever revisions might be possible so the 7th 
and 8th Congressional Districts might be more equitable in size,..." 
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Assembl on Rumford, 17th A.D., Alameda County: (p. 15-16) 
Mr. Rumford had no suggestions for his district, but did report that 
there was some unhappiness in his district about losing Assembly 
seats to the south, and suggested that awarding Alameda County an 
additional Congressional seat "might alleviate some of the feeling 
of the people of this area". (p. 16) 


Arthur Coats, Chairman, Sutter County Democratic Central Committee: 
(p. 16-25) 


Speaking for his Committee, Mr. Coats said that "the essence of our 
recommendations were that the first nine assembly districts be 
retained as they are without change". (p. 17-18) Mr. Coats 
presented population estimates for the nine districts and said 

that while some of the districts were above average in size and 
some below average, considered together they had enough population 


to justify nine districts. 
On congressional districts, Mr. Coats said that the same area has 


four congressional districts “with a population actually entitling 


them to five". (p. 18) Consequently, the Sutter County Committee 
requested an additional Congressman for the area. Mr. Coats also 
said that his group was opposed to any changes in senatorial 
districts. (p. 19) 

In explaining his proposal for an additional congressional seat, 
Mr. Coats suggested that Sacramento and Contra Costa Counties 
would each be entitled to one Congressman, so that the other 
three would have to be apportioned among the 31 other counties of 


the area. 
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Mr. Coats suggested that the lst C.D., represented by Clement W. 






Miller, was larger than the average for congressional districts, 






and that therefore Del Norte County should be transferred from 






that district to the 2nd C.D., represented by Harold T. Johnson. 







In response to a question from Assemblyman Busterud about the 
feasibility of doing this considering the difficulty of traveling 






between Del Norte County and the counties of the 2nd District, Mr. 






Coats said that this was a situation in which population should be 







ignored "if Del Norte would rather be with the First District even 





though it's an oversized district..." (p. 20) In response to another 
question from Assemblyman Busterud, Mr. Coats said that he thought 







it would be undesirable to remove any counties from the southern 






end of the First District. (p. 21) 


Dr. Joespr P, Harris, Professor of Political Science, University of . 


Dr. Harris stated his desire that the reapportionment of 1961 be a 
fair, equitable one, and said that he thought some constitutional - 











changes would be necessary to insure such a result. He suggested 


that the most important change would be one permitting assembly 










districts to be divided in forming congressional districts. (p. 27-28) 
He also suggested that consideration should be given to making it 
possible to cross county lines in forming assembly districts, (p. 30) 
and that the Constitution specify upper and lower limits to the size 

of both assembly and congressional districts (p. 30-31). Dr. Harris 
suggested that some variation in size of districts was necessary 

"to fit the districts to the local political communities", He said 
that "I think that's awfully important because it's very important 
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for people to know the candidates whom they are voting for and it's 
important also for people in public life to be able to move from 
local city council to school boards and other public positions to 
the Assembly or to Congress". (p. 32) 

Dr. Harris ended by suggesting that an apportionment commission be 
set up "to study the problem and to report to the Legislature its 
recommendation". (p. 33) He stated that this system had been 
followed successfully in Great Britain and Missouri. 


Dr. Peter H. Ode Professor of Political Science, University of 
California: (po S6s63) 


Dr. Odegard stated that it was his hope that the Committee would 
redistrict fairly "to insure equality of representation of the 
people of this State". (p. 56) He suggested that the 
constitutional mandate was to create assembly districts which 

were contiguous and as nearly equal as possible, and that all other 


considerations were extra-constitutional. (p. 57-58) 


Dr. Odegard also advocated a reapportionment commission, (p. 58) . 


the removal of the county line restriction in forming assembly 
districts, (p. 58-59) and establishment of a limit for deviations 

in population. (p. 60-61) 

Dr. Odegard concluded by urging the Committee, if extra-constitutional 
considerations had to be used, to try to make as many competitive 
districts as possible, (p. 61-62) in order to maximize political 
participation. 
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Vern Cristina, Chairman, Santa Clara County Republican Central Committee: 
(p. 53-68) 


Mr, Cristina said that he assumed Santa Clara County would gain 
another assembly district, and "our main concern is that if at all 
possible the splitting of major cities should be avoided in our 
county". (p. 63) He said that the present districts, the 28th A.D., 
represented by Clark L. Bradley, and the 29th A.D., represented by 
Bruce F. Allen, divide the cities of San Jose and Santa Clara. This, 
he thought, should be corrected in the new redistricting. (p. 63) 
Further, he suggested that some attempt be made to include 
agricultural and industrial or urban areas in each district. 

(p. 63-64) 

Mr. Cristina also said that his group's preference was to have one 
Congressman for Santa Clara County, so that it would not be necessary . 
to share a Congressman with another county. (p. 65) In response to 
questions from Assemblymen Bane and Busterud, Mr. Cristina said that 
if it was necessary to share a Congressman with any other county, 

his preference was that the sharing be with Alameda and San Mateo 
Counties to the north, because on all other sides, there were 


mountain barriers. (p. 66) 


Fred Cooper, representing the Berkeley Democratic Club: (p. 90-93) 


Mr. Cooper suggested that the party registration in each district 
should be, as nearly as possible, proportional to the party 
registration of the state as a whole, to insure as many competitive 
districts as possible. (p. 91) His reason for this was that it 
should be possible for the Legislature to shift party control when 
the Governor's office changed hands. 
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John 8S. Dunla Secret to John N. Dunn, Chairman of the Napa Count 
On anosPaers NEREEET oamLbtee: (p. 95-07) 


Mr. Dunlap said that Napa County was entirely satisfied with its 
congressional district, the First, and its Congressman, Clement 

W. Miller. But he felt the district would probably be too large 

to be maintained in its present form and that Napa County would 
probably be detached from the district. He said that one alternative 
would be to create a "Bay District" consisting of Marin, Sonoma, 
Napa, and Solano Counties. Another method would be to form a 
district consisting of Napa, Lake, Yolo, Glenn, Colusa, Sutter, 

and Yuba Counties. He said that his group favored the latter 
proposal because such a district "would consist of relatively 


homogeneous counties of similar interests..." (p. 95) Also, the 


"Bay District" would be too large to start with, and the area is 


one which can be expected to continue to grow rapidly. 

Mr. Dunlap said that the 5th A.D., consisting of Napa and Solano 
Counties and now represented by Samuel R. Geddes, was now 
approximately the correct size in terms of population "and we see 


no reason why this should be changed". (p. 95) 


Kent Pursel, representi the Alameda County Republican Central 
Committee: (p. TOS-T10} 


Mr. Pursel suggested that, in redrawing assembly district lines 
within Alameda County, “the geographical boundaries of the cities 
should be maintained". (p. 103) He said that the supervisorial 
districts of the county were drawn with this idea in mind. 

In response to a question from Chairman Crown, Mr. Pursel said he 


was hopeful that the population growth of Alameda County and 
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Santa Clara County would be great enough to justify a new 
congressional seat divided between those two counties. (p. 106) 


Frank King, General Manager, San Leandro Chamber of Commerce: (p. 110-112) 


Mr. King stated that "We subscribe and support the San Leandro City 
Council in its request that the City of San Leandro be included in 
one Assembly district". (p. 110) He quoted from a letter prepared 
for the Committee which stated that "Ease of contacting the proper 
Assemblyman involved and a better knowledge on his part of the 
city's total problems would be leading advantages of such a 
reapportionment", (p. 111) 


Assemb Milton Marks, 2lst A.D., San Francisco: (p. 112-124) 
Assemblyman Marks said that his district was quite evenly divided 
between the parties and that "As many people are, I'm very happy 
with my present district, of course". (p. 113) 

In response to questions from Assemblyman Burton about how the 
districts should be drawn up in terms of party registration, Mr. - 
Marks said that the primary consideration should be to produce 
districts equal in population, and that "I think if an equitable 
representation is made you will have representation of both 


parties in the San Francisco delegation after the reapportionment". 


(p. 122) 


Assemblyman Walter I. Dahl, 16th A.D., Alameda County: (p. 124-127) 


Assemblyman Dahl stated that the views expressed by Supervisor 


Pursel reflect "the views of thatCommittee and both Mr. Mulford 
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and myself. We were active in its preparation and Kent presented 
it on our behalf". (p. 124) (Assemblyman Don Mulford represents 


the 18th A.D.) 


John J. Ki Chairman, Alameda County Democratic Central Committee: 
(p. T3E2138} 


Mr. King stated that he was representing himself and not his 
Committee. He said that he thought districts should be drawn to 
include both high and low income groups and to avoid dividing 


cities where possible. 


Ralph Towle, County Clerk, Auditor and Recorder, San Benito County: 
. (p. 1Ls50-142) 


Mr. Towle said that he was also representing his County Board of 
Supervisors. Mr. Towle pointed out that San Benito County was now 
part, with Santa Cruz and Santa Clara Counties, of the 10th 
Congressional District, represented by Charles S. Gubser, and said 
that "We urge you to leave San BenitoCounty with Santa Cruz County 
and Santa Clara County. And if that cannot be done we would like. 
to be with Santa Cruz, Santa Clara and Monterey County". (p. 139) 
Mr. Towle said that this request was being made because his county 


has many agricultural, economic, and governmental ties with the 


other counties he mentioned. Mr. Towle said that he had 
resolutions supporting this position from the Hollister Elks 
Lodge, the San Benito County Farm Bureau, the San Benito County 
Chamber of Commerce, the City of Hollister, the City of San Juan 
Bautista,and the San Benito County Democratic and Republican 
Central Committees. (p. 140) 
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Mr, Towle then suggested that, in case the 10th C.D. was too small 
for a district, "We would like to see you put Santa Cruz, Monterey, 
San Benito and the southern portion of Santa Clara County into a 
congressional district. You could include more of Santa Clara and 
leave out Monterey County". (p. 140) He then said that his county 
had many ties both with Santa Clara County and the Monterey Bay area. 


Howard Harris, State Director of the Farm Bureau, Hollister: (p. 142-144) 
Mr. Harris said that he spoke for agricultural interests and that 
“Certainly the thing that we'd ask you to not do if there is to be 
an Assembly change and that is to put us in with any of the San 
Joaquin Valley counties since we are actually an extension, 


geographically, of the Santa Clara Valley". (p. 142) 


John O'Brien, District Attorn of San Benito Count speaki also for 
ee the San Benito Coun ty Democratic Central Commivtoes (p. 144-153) 


Mr. O'Brien said that he felt his county had more in common with 


Monterey, Santa Clara, and Santa Cruz Counties than with the San 
Joaquin Valley counties. “We are separated by a range of mountains 
and the traffic between our area and the San Joaquin Valley is 
relatively small. Geographically, politically and socially we 

are one small group there..." (p. 145) 

Mr. O'Brien suggested that a congressional district might be created 
by combining San Benito, Monterey, and Santa Cruz Counties with the 
southern half of Santa Clara County, (p. 145) and that an 
"acceptable" assembly district would be one made up of San Benito 
and Monterey Counties. (p. 146) 
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In response to a remark by Assemblyman Burton to the effect that 






setting up an assembly district as he had suggested would leave 






Santa Cruz County with too little population for an assembly 
district, Mr. O'Brien said that "I understand that problem and 







speaking for myself I would much prefer to be in an assembly 
district with Santa Cruz, Monterey and San Benito and perhaps have 







a little bit less representation for individual voter, but have 






someone who understood our problems than to be on the other side 






of the mountain and have a little bit better representation 






population wise and have someone who doesn't understand". (p. 148) 
Mr. Towle joined Mr. O'Brien in this statement, saying that "We are 
willing to go so far as to be diluted with Santa Cruz and Monterey 







Counties if nothing else can be done". (p. 150) 






Assemb Clark Bradley, 28th A.D., Santa Clara County: (p. 154-165) 
Assemblyman Bradley said that he thought the existing assembly 













districts were well designed. The 29th A.D., represented by 
Bruce F. Allen, is chiefly agricultural, while the 28th is chiefly 
industrial and residential, although both districts are somewhat 
diversified. (p. 154-155) Mr. Bradley said that he had no 
particular suggestions to make, but that probably all of the new 
districts in Santa Clara would be partly agricultural, partly 
industrial, and partly residential. 

In response to questions from Assemblyman Burton, Mr. Bradley said 
that he would favor making the assembly district in the southern 
part of the county the smallest, because that area was likely to 
grow faster than the other areas of the county. (p. 157-158) 
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gohn Thorn, representi Santa Clara County Democratic Central Committee: 
(p. TeS=168} 


Mr. Thorn said that his Committee was dissatisfied with the present 
representation of the county, and that they would be happy to have 
a districting which would result in the election of two Democratic 
Assemblymen and one Republican Assemblyman. (p. 166) He said that 
this should be the case because this is how the registration runs 


in the county and in the state. 


Roger Kents Northern California Chairman, Democratic State Central 
oO ee: Dp. = 


Mr. Kent said that he favored a fair and equitable reapportionment 
and also that he favored establishing a 15 percent limit on the 
Size variation of districts. (p. 194) 


Albert Dehr, Lodi: (p. 197-208) 
Mr. Dehr suggested that “apportionment should be on the basis of 


votes cast rather than on the basis of population". (p. 202) 





HEARING - SACRAMENTO - JULY 29, 1960: 


Congressman Harold T. Johnson, 2nd CD - statement(p. 1) 


Chairman Crown read a letter from Congressman Harold T. Johnson, 2nd 
CD, stating that ''I wuld appreciate it very much if the Committee would 


consider the district as is, and make no change, whatsoever". (p.1) 


Jack Kennon, Candidate for the 29th AD, Santa Clara Count 
Mr. Kennon suggested that the Committee take into account future population 
growth by making districts which are likely to grow most slightly smaller 
in size.(p.8-9) He also suggested that ''as much as possible all cities 


should be included within the assembly boundaries.''(p. 9). 


Harvey Grody, Teacher at De Anza High Schgol, Richmond City High School District 
(p. 11-20): k 


Mr. Grody said that "I would like to trge upom the Committee an apportion- 

ment based upon what I feel is the only explicit requirement im the State 

Constitution, namely the equality in population of the assembly districts. (p.12). 

Mr. Grody said that he had designed a model redistricting of the State, 

taking into account only population and the county line restrictions. He 

said he felt that if the Committee wished to use any other considerations as 

a basis for districting, it first embody these considerations in a law. (p. 13414) 
Paul Beeman, representing Labor's League for Political Education, Solano Cty. (p. 52-61) 

Mr. Beeman said that his group would favor no change in the present 

Congressional district of which Solano County is a part. (6th CD, repre- 

sented by John F. Baldwin, Jr.) In the event this could be done, his group 


preferred that Solano County be considered a part of the bay area. (p. 63) 













HEARING - SACRAMENTO - AUGUST 5, 1960: 


Congressman Charles Gubser, 10th CD, Santa Clara,Santa Cruz, San Benito Counties 
(p. 1-7 : 


Congressman Gubser said that he thought Senta Clara County should have 
one Congressman and also share another with a neighboring county. (p. 2) 
He said that his district was too large in 1951 and has grown larger, and that 
so largea district makes t@6 much work for one man. (p. 3). 
In response to questions from Assemblyman Bane,Mr. Gubser, said that 


"I feel very strongly that congresstonal districts should conform to assembly 


















district lines. I wouldn't care to comment gn whether assembly districts 
should conform to county lines insofar as possible." (;.5) 


In response to a question from Assemblyman Francis, Congressman Gubser 






said that, while he was not making any proposals to the Committee, it would ._ . 
be an "ideal" solution if the district which Santa Clara County was to share 
was made up of the southern part of the County plus San Benito or Monterey 
Counties. He said this was because these areas were similar in economic 
interest, being primarily agricultural, and because they shared a watershed. 


(p. 7) 


Vince Townsend, Jr. Candidate for Assembly, 63rd AD(now represented by Don A, 


Allen, Sr.) (p. 29-40): 


Mr. Townsend suggested that an effort be made to make districts as symmetri- 





cal as possible and as equal in population as possible, that political considera- 
tions should not be used, and that there should be a ''complete abserics of 
racial and/or religious considerations,...'' (p.32) Mr. Townsend stated 

that he thought racial grounds had been used as a basis for districting in the 


past, in Los Angeles County. 


(Hearing - Sacramento - August 5, 1960) 


Galal Kernahan's Statement, Democratic Nominee, 64th AD: (p. 49) 


Chairman Crown introduced into the record a letter from Galal Kernahan, 


candidate for the assembly, 64th AD; suggesting that districts in areas of 


probable future rapid growth be made smaller than districts in more stable 


areas. Specifically, he asked that the 64th District be drawn so as to have 


a smaller population than the theoretical average. (p. 49). 





